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— Do but obſerve the Leaf of this 
Table. It is, as you ſee, but one Body. 
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Right Reaſon ; but to ſhew that it was con- 

fiſtent with it. 

Neoph. Well, do but this and I am fa- 
tisfied. 

Euſeb. Let me hear then, what Dictates 


of Right Reaſon the Doctrine of the Trinity 
contradicts. For my part, I know not ſo 


much as One. 
Neoph. That! is ſtrange: What; ? hos you 
not ſo much as One, when there are fo 
many, and ſo palpably evident? What 
thin you of this? Is it not a Contradiction 


to ſay that Three are One, and One Three? 


Euſeb. Fhat is indeed a Contradiction in 
Numeration. But it is no Contradiction to 


eefold in andtfierf— 


ee that what i . one in one Na may be 


And yet in this one Body there are three 
ſeveral Dimenſions, viz. Length, Breadth, 
and Thitkneſs. \ Each of which takes in the 
whole, and all of them, how intimately ſo- 
ever united in the Boch it ſelf, retain their 
Diſtin&ion from one another. For altho' 


the whole Body be broad, long and thick; 


yet the Breadth 1s not the Length, nor the 
Length the Breadth, nor wy Thickueſ; ge 


of- them, a1 | 


Neopb. And thus You ſuppoſe We have | 
an Unity of Body in à Tripity of Dimenſions, 
and a Trinity of Dimenſions in an Unity of 
Body; - A | Euſebs 


151 
3 And what, I pray, do you think 
it? 


Neoph. Why, I think the Body is but 


one and the ſame thro out, and Hay the. 


ſeveral Dimenſions are but fo many ae 
7 of conſidering it. 

Euſeb. And You muſt acknowledg «wich 
all, that there are in the Body it ſelf theſe 


ſeveral ways in which It may be con- 


ſider d; that the Length and Breadth and 
Depth do not exiſt in your Imagination 


only, but are ſomewhat more than mere 


Creatures of the Brain, ſince all Equality 


and Inequality of Bodies flows from them. 
And were They not really in Bodies them- 
ſelves, there would be no difference be- 
twixt a Mountain and a Mole- Hin; but 


in our Conceit only. 
3 And what of all this? 


b. From hence it appears, char at What 


is — one in one reſpect, may be three in 


anther, and conſequently that Your Ob- 


jection againſt the Doctrine of the Trinity 
this account is really no Objection. 


And farther, let me ask Lou, Is it poſſible 


for a Body to exiſt without theſe Mee Di- 


menſions of n Lai, n 8 


diy? 


. Neoph. No, For They enter into the 


very Definition of a Body, and It cannot 
A be a Body without them. 


Eu ſeb. If ſo; Why ſhould it be an Ab- 
furdity to ſuppole: that the 2 exiſteth 
cl under 


a + 8 
under a Trixity of Parſons ? nay, Why may 


not a Trinity of per on be as neceſſary to 


Its Exiſtence, as a Vini of Dimenfions to 
the Exiſtence of à Body? - 


N A very worthy Compariſon! 


Enuſeb. Look You, Sir, I do not, I dare 
not, compare the Deity to any thing. I. 
have too awful a: regard for that tremen- 


dous Majeſty. To what / can infinite, incon- 
ceivable' Perfection be compared? All that 
L deſign by the familiar Initance I have laid 
| you, is to ſhew, you, that you are 
miſtaken in your Objection, and highly 
preſumptudus in making it to the inrom- 


prehenſible Deity, when it will- not hold 


even as to theſe material Things we handle 


and ſee; cho it lie as full againſt theſe as 


that. But what ſay you to my Queſtion? 
Is it not poſpble, nay, may it not be urceſſary, 


for rhe Deiey-to exiſt in a Trinity of Perſons ? 


Neoph. I ſay it 3s-not-,poſſible;;; if by the 


Deity you mean the Divine Eſſence. 


* "Eufeb. Emean nothing elſe; mg 


| Neoph.: Very well, the Divine Eſſence is 
and: can he but oe, being; utterly incapa- 
ble of Maltiplitatio or Diviſſon. Now that 
this ſhould exiſt in three diſtinct Perſons is 
impoſſible. For it muſt exiſt in each of 
them, either in the Mole, or in Part only, 
If the Ihols of it exiſt in any one of them, 
there can nothing of it remain for the other 
two. If. it exiſt party in each, then muſt 
it be divided into Parte, which it cannot 
be becauſe it is indivifible. Euſeb. 
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Euſeb. A notable Objection t only 
che Foundation of it is wo Far it 1 
built upon the Notions of Whole and Parts, 


Vhich are utterly inconſiſtent with the Ne 


ture of aniinfinite 3 and therefore de- 
ſerves no * of —— But 1 on 
ask you one Queltion, Neophilus, Pray te 
me, That Hers be any fuch Thing as 
continued Quantity in the World? ; 
Neoph, Whither now? I beſeech you. 
What is this to the Purpoſe? * 
Euſeb. Pardon me this one mort Di- 


greſſion. I will not ramble far, T aſſure 1 ou. 


Neoph. Well then, to humour you. I do 


ſay that there is ſuch a Thing as continged 


Quantity. | 
Buſeb. Ifay that there nejther i is, nor 
can be. A Senſe TS. 
Neoph. re you in es? 825 
Euſeb. I hope ſo. Lack OS 
Neoph. What? and deny the being 
any continued Quant 22 hich Ly0a, rh 


N feel every Moment our Life? 
4. Look you bee 1 dow this Lt n 
. , you fay 1 is a a. 


Quantity, whoſe Parts, 'A and B lip 

are 8 n'd together at the Point of Ch 
his Point muſt be one and Saber 
San no diſtinct Parts of its own. _. - 
Neoph. Very well, I Hunt all this. Yor 

2 f6. Why tien Lb. y tha 

uſe then Tay that it is impoſſi- 
ble that the Firs? AB ſhould be inen 


the 
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the Point C. Becauſe, if they are fo join d, 
the Extremes of them, i. e. the End of A, 
and the Beginning of B, muſt meet in the 
Point C. 1117 | 
Neoph. Nothing more certain. 
Euſeb. And yet this is impoſſible. 
Neoph. How ſo I pray? 1282 
Euſeb. Becauſe the Point C, being one 


and indiviſible, can't afford Room for them 


both to meet in. For either of them will 
take it all up; ſo that which ſoever of 
them gets firſt Poſſeſſion of it, the other 
muſt of neceſſity be excluded. That it 
ſhould receive the End of A into one 
Part of it ſelf, and the Beginning of B 
into another Part, is impoſſible, ſince by 
your own Conceſſion it hath no Parts. 
There is no Way therefore left by which 
the Parts of the Line A B ſhould be join'd 
together at the Point C. conſequently the 
Line A B is no continued Quantity, and if 


this be not, there can be none in Nature. 


Q. E. D. This Sir is your own Argument, 
and now do but conſider what a doughty 
one it is; you have pull'd-the Trinity out 
of Heaven by it, and I have ſhaken the 
whole Creation into Atoms. And: thus be- 
twixt us we have made fine work of it. 
Neoph. You have made wild work of it 


for your Part. 


Eꝛuſeb. No wilder than your ſelf. And 
J have the ſame Reaſon on my Side that 
you have on yours. For if you cannot be- 

R 8 - heve 
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lieve the Doctrine of the Trinzry, becauſe 
it ſuppoſeth one indivifible Eſſenee to be 

communicared to three diſtin& Perſons ; wh 
ſhouldI believe there is any continued Quan 
tity, ſince it ſuppoſeth one indivifible Point 
to be ſhared betwixt two diſtin& Parts ? 
Nay, and a third Somewhar' muſt come in 
for its Share too. i. e. A Copula or Link 
to unite them; mere Contact not being 
ſufficient for this; For if they do but touch, 
they will remain as diſtin& as ever, they 
will be no more one than your Fingers are, 
when you thruſt the 'Tips of them as cloſe 
as yon cam together. 
N You have perplex'd me, I muſt confeſs. 
Euſeb. I believe fo. And upon the whole, 
T think it adviſable for us both to let this 
Argument alone. You would think it mad- 
neſs in me to be carry d away byiit, in re- 
lation to Things on Earth; how then can 
it be Sobriety in you to yield tour, in rela- 
tion to Things in Heabvenn?sng/̃ 
Neoph. The Argument will prove too 
much, I muſt confeſs, if it prove any thing 
at all, and therefore I do give it up; tho 
I did not think of parting witlvir ſo eaſily. 
But till there remains a Difficulty. If the 
Eſſence be one and the ſame in all the Three 
Perſons, What is it, I pray, that diſtin- 
guiſheth them one from the other? 
Euſeb. This is a Difficulty, L muſt con- 
feſs; and I can ſay nothing to it, but that 
they are diſtinguiſh'd from 6ne another, 
by 


[ 10 ] 
by the peculiar Modes of their Exiſtence. 
- Neoph- Are theſe Modes any Thing or 
nothing? If they are am Thing; then each 
Perſon muſt have ſomething in himſelf which 
is in neither of the other, and ſo not one of 
them all can be infinite. If nothing; then the 
Perſons are diſtinguiſh'd by nothing, and fo 
not atall,which to aſſert is rank Sabellianiſm. 
Euſeb. Lou argue moſt profoundly. 
NMeoph. I believe I have plunged you over 
Head and Ears; and if you riſe again, 1 
am miſtaken. | | 
Euſeb. Well, I have this comfort, that 
if I fink, you muſt fink with me. For I 
ſhall take ſuch hold of you, that you ſhall 
not be able to get looſe from me. 
_ .Neoph. How fo ? 

Euſeb. The Son of God was, as you ſay, - 
made. Out of what? I ask you. Out 
of ſomething or nothing ? If you ſay out of 
nothing; Dr: Clark condemns you. If out 
of ſomething ; it be out of the Divine 
Eſſence, there being nothing elſe before 
him; and ſo he muſt be eſſentially one with 
the Father, and this the Dr. condemns too. 
Anſwer me therefore but this queſtion ; 
and I'll anſwer yours. Nay, I will put an 
eaſier queſtion to you; and anſwer me but 
that; ., Suppoſe you and I ſo f perfectly re- 

* Sec Scrrpture-Dofrine, Sc& 14. | Saks 

- + Several Inſtances of this Reſemblance are. given 
us by Pliny, Natur. Hiſt. 1. 7» c. 12. by Solinus, c. 5. 
Valerius Max, I. 9. c. 14+ and modern ation 
1emMm- 
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ſembled each; other, that there were no- 
thing at all in which we differ d. Should not 
you be nevertheleſs one Perſon, and I another? 
Neoph. Yes molt certain. 
Euſeb. What, I beſeech You, would di- 
ſtinguiſh us? What is it that would make 
You to be Jon, and Me to be Me ?. Any thing. 
or Nothing? You cannot ſay any thing : For 
we are ſuppoſed to differ in nothing. And 
if You ſay Nothing; then by your own Ar- 
ment we are not diſtinguiſh'd at all; and 
ſo cannot be tuo Perſons, but one only. 
And now I think you are plunged as deep 
as I am, and if you riſe again I'll riſe with 
You. For the very ſame Efforts will ſave 
us both, or neither. . 135 
Neoph. Alas! Who ever yet underſtood 
the Principle of Individuation? | 
Euſeb. Are not You a very wiſe Man 
then, that form Opinions to Your-ſelf, and 
Arguments againſt me, which are founded 
upon nothing, but what, according to your 
own. confeſſion, You neither do nor can un- 
derſtand? And are you not a moſt pre- 
ſumptuous Wretch, who thus exalt your 
own vain Imaginations againſt divine Re- 
velation ? "The Deity cannot exiſt in a Tri- 
xity of Perſons! As if You, poor Worm as 
You are, had a perfe& Comprehenſion of 
the infinite God, and could preſcribe to 
Him. how, and in what manner, He muft 
exiſt, Would it not much better become 
You, 1n a juſt ſenſe of your own weakneſs, 
| B 2 to 
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to reſign up your Underſtanding to the 
Dictates of infinite Wiſdom , and with an 


implicit Faith in Him who is Truth it ſelf, 
receive what he hath manifeſtly reveal'd 


concerning Himſelf, without Diſputation or 
Doubting? 

Neoph. At this rate T muſt receive the 
groſſeſt Abſurdities, even Trauſubſtantiation 


it ſelf. 


Euſeb. But I hope You will Ray till God 
bath reveal d them; which he hath not 
yet done I am ſure, nor ever will, nor can 
do. For how can Truth it ſelf teach Lies ? 
As for Tranſubſtantiation in particular, it is 
acknowledg d even by ſome of the greateſt 
Men in the Church of Rome it ſelf, ſuch as 
Scotus, Durandus, Vaſquez, Cajetan, &c. that 
the words of Chriſt do not expreſsly ſigniſy 
it, and that their Belief of it is founded on 
the Determination of their Church. 


Neoph. 'They were wiſe Men the while 


in Believing it at all. But theſe were your 
Men of refign'd Judgments. 

- Euſeb. You are miſtaken Neophilus, if You 
think I approve of a blind ſottiſh Credulity 
any more than Your ſelf. For I have as 
juit a regard to Senſe and Reaſon, as You or 
any Man living, neither can J act or be- 


lieve in Contradiction to them. But then I 


conſider withall that they are limited to a 
certain Sphere of Activity, beyond which 
they are of no Force and Power. And of 
this I am reminded by every thing I or 
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My own Being and that of every, even the 
moſt contemptible, Creature acquainting 
me with the Shortneſs of my Underſtanding, 
whilſt I perceive. in the Frame of my ſelf 
and them ſuch Wonders, as I cannot com- 
prehend ; but am forced to ſtand ſtill and 
therein admire the unſearchable Wiſdom 
and Power of our great Creator. Now I 

ive entire Credit to my Senſe and Reaſon, ſo 
ar as they are capable of judging of things; 
and therefore am certain that a Bit of Bread 
is not the Body of a Man, and that when 
it is broken into three or four pieces, nei- 
ther of them can be the ole, and conſe- 
quently that the Doctrine of Tranſubſtanti- 
ation is a groſs Abſurdity. Thus too that 
there is an Infinite Selfrexiſting Being which 
we call God, I am aſſured both by my Reaſon 
and Senſes; but when I would pry into his 
Nature, and Manner of Exiſtence, then I 
find all my Faculties ſwallow'd up, as it 
were, in an unfathomable Abyſs, my Un- 
derſtanding is over-power'd, my Reaſon ſi- 
lenc'd, and with an humble Submiſſion of 
Soul and Mind, I receive whatſoever He 
hath been pleaſed to reveal to me concern- 
ing Himſelf in his holy Word. And now, I 
appeal to your ſelf, is not this more rational, 
than to argue about things which it is im- 
' poſſible for me to comprehend, to intrude 
into things which I neither have ſeen nor 
can ſee, and being puffed up with a vain 
conceit of my own Abilities, rq exalt my 


childiſh 
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1 
childiſh Imaginations againſt divine Reve- 
lation? Alas! What can be the Iſſue of 
this, but that the Fool's Bolts, I ſhoot at 
the moſt High in Heaven, ſhould return 
with a Vengeance upon my. own Head ? 
You ſee that the ſame fly back in your Face, 
when directed at things here on Earth, 
that are upon the ſame level with, or even 
lower than your ſelf. | 

Neoph. I muſt indeed confeſs that humane 
Reaſon is but ſhore and imperfect, but, as 
ſhort and imperfect as it is, it extends to 
very many things, ſo that We have a cer- 
tain knowledge of them. There are Max- 


ms of undoubted Truth, particularly This, 


viz. That of two Contradictions one mult of 
neceſſity be falſe. | 

Euſeb. IJ grant this. But You have not 
yet ſhewn me any Contradiction in the Do- 


ctrine of the Trinity. As for your Objecti- 


on of Three and One, I ſuppoſe You will inſiſt 
upon That no longer. 

Neoph. No, I yield up that. But I have 
another palpable Contradiction to produce. 
What think you of an Eternal Generation? 
Is not that a Contradiction in Terms? | 

Euſeb. I can ſee no Contradiction in it. 

Neoph. Then I'll open your Eyes if I 
can, and ſhew it you. Yow ſay the Son 
is coeternal with the Father, being generated 
from all Eternity. Now what is generated, 
once was not, — as all Generation 


is a Change from not Being to Being * 
| that 


EL on. 5 
that if the Son be eternal, he could never 
be generated; if he be generated, he cannot 
have been eternal. n ni" 
Eu ſeb. Very cloſely argued. But the Miſ- 
chief of it is, you proceed upon a falſe Sup- 
poſition, viz. that all Generation is aChange 
from not Being to Being. . 
Neoph. It is the Definition of the Schools, 
and ſurely you will not except againſt that. 
| Euſeb. 1 regard Scholaſtick Definitions no 
farther, than- they appear to be true and 
juſt, which this Definition doth not. It is 
form'd upon an imperfe& View of Things, 
and the Obſervation of the ordinary Courſe 
of Nature only. And if you look no far- 
ther than that, you may argue, as the Ma- 
 hometans do, that God can have never a + = 
Son becauſe he hath never a Wife. But the » =" 
true Definition of a proper Generation is GC / 0 oy | 
this, viz. a Vital Production of another in gQ,#+-< A 
the ſame nature with the Proancer. Shad 7 
Neoph. Let it be ſo, if you pause My 
Argument holds good nevertheleſs. For you 
muſt grant the Producer, to be prior to the 
produced, and that conſequently they can- 
not be coeternal, . - abode 
Euſeb. 'That the Producer muſt be prior x 
to the Produced in order er Meere, TS - / 
but that heEmmftofneceMry beto inorder / 
of Duration, I deny. The Sun is the Pro- 
ducer of its own Light and Heat, and yet 
irs Light and Heat are as ancient as it ſelf ; 
nor can you conceive a Moment in which 


the 
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the Sun was without them. Wherefore if 
the Sun had been eternal, its Light and 
Heat — have 1 ſo too; and therefore 

0 rgument fails you. 

. Well! I hate theſe Subtilties in 

religious Matters. It hath never been well 

with Religion ſince they were introduced 
Euſeb. I think ſo too. But who, I pray, 

firſt introduced them? Who firſt corrupted 

the Simplicity of the Goſpel with carnal Rea- 


ſeonings, but Hereticłkt; they attack d Reli- 


gion with Subtilties, whereupon the Catho- 
Treks, as they were in Duty bound, ſet their 
Wits on work in defence of it; and in truth, 
have beaten them at their own Weapons, 
having the Advantage, I don't ſay of better 
Heads, but a better Cauſe. 
| Neoph. But would it not be better if, all 
Subilties, and preſumptuous Enquiries, being 
on all Hands laid aſide, Men would receive 
the Doctrine of the Goſpel in its native Pu- 
rity and Simplicity ? 
Euſeb. Undoubtedly it would. 
Neoph. Why then is there ſuch fault 
found with Dr. Clark, Mr. H/hiſton, and 
others, who make it their Buſineſs to render 
our Religion plain and intel/igible to us, by 
diſintangling it from thoſe ſubtilè and in- 
tricate Speculations which have ſo long per- 
plex d it? 1M 
Euſeb. Suppoſe any one obſerving the 
Myſteries imply d in the trueſt Notions we 
5 | have 


[ 17 ] | 
have of God. For altho' the Being of God, 
is in a Manner ſelf-evident ;- yet his Nature 
is the moſt myſterious and incomprehenſible of 
all Things that can be imagined. Suppoſe, 
I fay, any one obſerving this, and how the 
Underſtandings of all curious Enquirers 
into it are puzzled and confounded ; ſhould 
make it his buſineſs ſo to explain the Divine 
Nature, as to bring it down to the Level of 
our 1 and accommodate its Attri- 
butes of Eternity, Omni ſcience, Omnipreſence &. 
to the meaſure of humane Underſtanding: 
What Service, I pray You, would He do 
to Natural Religion? And what Thanks 
would be due to him for it? \ 

Neoph. He would thereby prevent the 
Objections of Atheifts, and remove the 
Stumbling Blocks that ly in their way, and 
hinder them from believing. 

Euſeb. And in the mean time, raiſe more 
Objectiont, and throw greater ſtumblingBlocks 
in the Way of all truly ſober- minded Men, 
by ſetting up a poor contemptible Idol, in the 
room of the only great and adorable Being. 
Even ſuch a Piece of Service as this, have 
the Men you ſpeak of done reveal d Reli- 
gion, by their Endeavours to explain away 
the Myſteries of the Goſpel. The great 
Myſtery of Godlineſs, which, as reveal'd in 
the holy Scriptures, fills every pious Soul, 
that duly conſiders it, with entire Compla- 
cency and Satisfattion, is by their Repreſen- 
tations of it, render d a flat, infipid thing. 

2 Our 
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Our Hope in Chriſt. is thereby. grievouſly 
_— if not quite deſtroy'd. Nad my 
the Account they give of their own Scheme 
is unintelligible, and inconfiſtent with it ſelf. 

Neoph. That is ſtrange. . I thought that 
even you would have granted it to have the 
Advantage over you in this reſpect at leaſt. 
Euſeb. Are you ſure you underſtand it 
your ſelf > _ 7 as 
 Neoph. Yes; I verily believe I do. 
Euſeb. Then I beg the Favour of You 
to explain it to me. Here is Dr. Clark's 
Scripture Doctrine; I paſs over his firſt Pro- 
poſition, although it contains a manifeſt 
Blunder, in confounding the Notions of In- 
telligent Being and Perſon ; and go on to the 


| ſecond, vix. With this firſt and ſupreme 


* Cauſe, or Father of all things, there hath 
© exiſted from the Beginning, a ſecond Di- 
vine Perſon, which is his Word or Son. 
Neoph. What Difficulty is there in this? 
It is all eur. and as clear as the Light. 
Euſeb. It ſo, my Sight muſt be very 
weak. Do You, I pray, ſhew me the mean- 
ing of that Phraſe, from the Beginuing. ' 


- Neoph. It is a Scripture Phraſe taken 


from 1 John 1. 4. . 

Euſeb. And groſsly miſapply'd, if we may 
believe your Friend Dr. Whitby, who, in 
his Comment upon it, ſays that it reſpects 
the Goſpel-diſpenſation, not the Exiſtence of 
the Son of God. But, come the Phraſe 


whenceſoever you will, I want to know 


the 


[19 ] 
the Meaning of it, as it is here uſed by the 
Dr. From what Beginning is it, I ask You, 


7 that the Son is here ſaid to have exiſted ? 


Neoph. From the e of the Crea- 
tion, to be ſure. 

Euſeb. Then He did not exiſt befabs the 
Beginning of the Creation it ſeems. 

Newph. Yea, but He did. For * He mini- 
ſter d to the Father in the Creation of all 
things. 

Euſeb. Then we muſt look for ſome * 
Beginning from which to date his Exiſtence. 
And what Beginning can it t be: 2 Not God 
the Father's certainly. 

Neoph. No. For Her never had a Be- 
ginning. 7 2 | 
Enſeb. Is it the Soub own „Beginning | 

Neoph. If we ſhould ſo underſtand i ws 
the Propoſition would: be true 

Eufeb. But ſuppoſe that the Son neither 
had any Beginning what then? 

Neoph. Upon that Suppoſition indeed Ie 

would be abſurd. 
Euſeb. And what would it be eren upon 
your on Suppoſition ? The Som hath exiſted 
from the Bæinning of ln Exiſtence. A very 
wiſe: Saying, and wonderful inſtructive. 

Neoph. But I told Lou, that by che Be- 
ginning is meant the Beginning of the Creation. 

Eufſeh. You did for, and You tꝭid me 
withall' that the Son exified before the Be- 
ginnng of the Creation. 80 — 

* Vid: Dr. Clark s Script. Ne: Seck. 26, 

Los n ing 


[ 20 ] 
ing to You, from the Beginning muſt here 
ſignify before the Beginning. Truly I did 
not know till now that from had fignify'd 
before. We have the very ſame Expreſſion 
in the Dr's next Propoſition, viz. © With 
the Father and the Son, there has ex- 
iſted from the Beginning, a third Divine 
* Perſon which is the Spirit of the Father 
*and the Son. Pray tell me how I am to 
underſtand it here. b 5 
Neoph. Juſt as You did before. 

= Eaf's. Then the Son and Holy Spirit are 

both of an Age it ſeems. e Df A 
Neoph. No, not fo neither. For the 
Holy Spirit was made by the Son, and there- 
fore cannot be as ancient as the Son. 
Euſeb. And yet He is here ſaid to be 
from the Beginning as well as the Son. What? 
Have we a firſt Beginning for the Sn, and 
a ſecond Beginning for the Holy Spirit? And 
— nevertheleſs — the — 
om the Beginning in the ve me Senſe, 

When ſpoken of = One, as do whenil poken 
of the Other? If this be to explain things; 
I know not what it is to puzzle and con- 

found them. Beſides all this, the Dr. in 
his Sentiments deliver d in Convocation; poſi- 
tively aſſerts the Generation of the Son, and 
Proceſs of the Holy Spirit to be, both of them, 
Eternal. How is this conſiſtent with his 
Propoſitions, as you have interpreted them? 
Or indeed, as any Body elſe can interpret 


Vid. Whiſton's Reply to the E. of Nett p. 23. 
© them ? 


—__ 7-9 
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them? For if the Son was eternal) begotten; | 
and the Holy Spirit eternally proceeded; They 


muſt have exiſted, both of them, not only 


from the Beginning of the Creation, bat. hefore 


all Beginning whatſoever. | 
- Neoph. But it hath appear'd ſince, that 


the Dr. did not intend the Word eternal 


ſhould be taken in ſo ſtri& a Senfe. 


-- Euſeb. And yet this Senſe is the common 


Senſe, in which He knew twould be un- 
derſtood by the Biſhops, to whom He offer d 
it. So that if He intended it in another 
Senſe ; He did not act with Integrity 
which either the Character 


— But You may obſerve that the 
Dr. tho' He ſaid the Son was eterrally be- 
gotten, never ſaid He was co-eternal with the 
Father. And, according to Mr.“ }hiſton's 
Obſervation ,” It is the Word co-erernal , 
owe?Hoe , alone, Which always ſignifies a 


proper Eternity, and none of the Ancients 


ventured to apply this to the Son, before 
ag no d 91933909 % B07 e, 


nn * F | 

Euſeb. This is a piece of Criticiſm, which 
I dare fay the Dr. was not aware of. Let 
Nr. I hiſton have all the Honour of it, I 


beſeech You, for I take it to be all his own 


- entirely. For neither did the Ancients 


know any thing of it; Eternal, a icht, was 
with them the ſame withCo- eternal, aui ; 
and Arius I inveigh'd againſt Alexander for 


| a Clergyman, © 
or the Solemnity of the Occaſion required. 


22 
his ſaying, the Son is eternal, (Ad.) as 
much as if he had ſaid, He is co-eternal. 
So that to ſurmiſe that the Ancients forbore 
the uſe of this word out of any Apprehen- 
ſion of its ſignifying a more proper Eternity, 
than is applicable to the Son, is but one of 
Mr. Wai flow's Crotchets. - What, I Pray, 
doth Co- eternal with the Father, lignify more 
than Ever co-exiſting with the Father ? What 
is cu e more than ds over? 
Neoph. E en nothing , I muſt confeſs: 
But did any, of the ancient Fathers uſe this 
eerning the Sen? | 
and that too long before the 
Council of Nice. Ineugus in particular uſeth 
it more than once. Vid. 1. 2. c. 43. * 
art nat. unmade, O Man, nor didſt thou always 
eopexiſt with Cod, as did his own Ward. 
And again, f The Son, ever. co-exiſting with 
the Father, i Ibid; c. 55. Can You imagine 


now, that He who, chus expreſs d himſelf, - 


would have ſtuck at the — Co- eternal? 
But let us return from this Digreſſion. 
Upon the whole I perceive You know not 
what ta make of this Expreſſion, From! the 
Beginning, as it ſtands, in Pr. Clark's. Prox . 
politions,,, any more than I do; and, for 
t appears yet to either of Us, It. is ut 

ter unintelligille. e 
Veoph. I don t know but that, even the 


? I enim infectus es, 0 bend, negue ſemper co. er. 
iſtebas Do; fccut proprium ejus N n. 
1 Semper autem co · exiſtens Filius Patri: 


Apo- 


, 
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Apoſtle St. John's Expreſſion, In the Begin- 
ning was the Word, John r. t. _ ap- 
pear as unimelligible, as this from the Begiu- 
ning of the Dr's, were That as nicely ſcan'd 
by you as 'This hath been. And, let me ask 


you, What do you underſtand by the Be- 8 
ginning in that Paffage of the Goſpel? © 
Ertl. I underftand the very fe ſt Inſtant me | 


in which God ſet himſelf to work any thing 
externally, and to produce any Being di- 
ſtin& from himſelf. - And the Expreſſion 
In the Beginning was the Word, thus under- | 
ſtood, is as full a Declaration Whe Words 

or Son's, Eternity, as the Wit of either Man 

or Angel can invent. For You may obſerye. 
that the Apoſtle doth not ſay, He was from. 
the Beginning, but that He was ih the 
ginning. i. e. He even then actually emitted, I. 
He did not then begin to be. From whence ——— 
it is manifeſt, that He actually had a Being 
before all Beginning, and therefore muſt be | 
abſolutely Eternal. Is not this. plain and I 


i 11. 


5 intelligible? . | 
Neoph. I can't ſay much againſt it at 
preſeſt. | DT TILES M77 


Euſeb. Well, then let us go on. In the 
ſame Propoſitions the Son and Holy Spirit 
are ſtiled by the Dr. divine Perſons. In. 
what ſenſe are we to take the Epithet Di- 
vine? Is it as being of the ſame Nature and 
Efſence with God the Father, having the ſame. 
Deity, and ſo being one and the ſame God? 
If fo, we are all agreed. 


Neoph. 


—— —— 
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 Neoph. No; that is not his Senſe. _ 
Euſeb. How then can the Son be, by Va- 
ture, as really and truly God, as Man is by 
Nature truly Man, which the Dr. hath 
aſſerted o er and oer? Can Man be by 
nature truly Man without the Vature and 
Eſſence of Man? Certainly not. And it is 
as certain, that the Son cannot be by Na- 
ture really and truly God without the Nature 
and Eſſence of God. For it is a plam̃ CY. 
tradiction. Cx a 

Neoph. The Son is by Nature really and 
truly God, h reaſon of that divine Power 
wherewith He is inveſted. For ſ the Power 
2 Fon is not another Power  oppofite to 

it of the Father, nor another Power co- 


By ordinate to that of the Father ; but it ſelf 


the Power and Authority of the Father com- 
municated to, EA in, and exerciſed 
by the Son. | | 

Euſeb. I I miſtake not, here is an heap 
of Contradictions. 

Neoph. How ſo? | 
| 6045 Is not the Power of the Father 
an Infinite, abſolutely Sovereign and Inde- 
pendent Power ? | 1 
Neoph. Yes, moſt certainly. 5 
22 If then the Son be not eſſentially 
God, He can be but a finite Being. And 
to imagine that an infinite Power ſhould be 
lodged in a finite Being, is as groſs an Ab- 


„ Vid. Reply to Mr. Nelſon, p 50. 52. 81. 
+ Vid. Dr. Clark's Script. Doc r. Set. 39 


ſurdity, 
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furdiry; as that the Ocean ſhould be con- 


tained in an Oyſter Shell. 
Again, The Dr. ſays, to ſuppoſe abſe- 
ute Supremacy and Independency communi- 


cable, is an expreſs Contradiction in Terms. 
To ſay — that an abſolutely Sovereign. 


and Independent Power, as by your own 
Confeſſion the Power of the Father is, is 
communicated, and that too without-abſo- 
lute Supremacy and e eg > meals hrs a 
double Contradiction. 7 
Farther yet, the Authority by * 560 

ſay the Son is God, hath relation to us Crea- 
tures, and as the + Dr. himſelf: faith, the 
very Word God hath only a relative — 
cation. For as much then as the Sou ei 
before any Creature, he exiſted — he 
could have any ſuch relative Authority, and 
conſequently, if by this Authority only he 
be God, and yer be by naturs God; he muſt, 
according to you, have exiſted before he 
was That, which by: nature, he is. Which 
is another palpable Abſurdit . 


Laer ds u rene 


you to explain to me, the Account given 
us of the Incarnation of Chriſt. The Dr. 


ſays, At his Incarnation he emptied himſelf 


1 5 that Glory, which he had with God be- 
* 3. the World” e and <uS 33 of 


Seri t. Dor. Section 17 een 
+ Anſwer to Some Conſiderations, Yee. p. 284 290 · 
" 121085 ond] Section 49. 
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*©-whieh he is deſcribꝭd, as having been is 
the Form of Cod. e T9 12 — 
er dat Difficulty is there in 
this? WUD» 2f15 .-: Mut, 
Euſſeb. More Ibelieve than you are aware 
of. Kor, as I but now obſerv d, the Word 
God; is, according to the Dr, a Term of 
Relation only: How then, I beſeech you, 
could Chriſt be in the Form of Gud:before 
the World was, i. e. before there was any 
Thing to which he could bear the Ręlation 
of aH? Clear this from Contradiction, 
if you can. Again, It is here faid that 
Chriſt emptied himſeſf of his Glory. In what 
Senſe muſt I underſtand this? Certainly 
the Dr. meant ſomething elſe by it, than 
that he made himſelf of, md Reputation, as it 
is render d in our Tranſlation of Phil. 2. 7. 
to which Place he alludes. For elſe why - 
mould he alter the Expreſſion??ꝛ 
N eaph. The Original you know is 6xivaory 
zun and v properly ſignifies to empty. 
Euſeb. It ſigniſies too tu render wain and 
contemptille, ſee 1 Cor. 1. 17. and 9. 15. 
where it cannot bear the Signification of 
emptying, but it will that of being viliſied 
and ſet at nonght. To be plain with you, 
1 take the Dr's meaning to be this, wiz. 
That the Son of Cod upon his Incurnation 
diveſted himſelf of his-own proper Nature, 
and became a mere Man; the Nature of the 
aby being utterly extinct in him; And I 
am the more'confirm'd in this Opinion, 
by: (Þ$ be- 


| 
[27 ] 
becauſe, in another Place, ſpeaking of 
him, even in his divine Nature, and whole 
Perſon, he ſays, that an Angel might ſtrengthen 
him, who was now in that State of Humi- 
liation, made a little lower than the Angels. 
This is more openly expreſs'd by another 
of your Brethren, in theſe Words. 
* ſuppoſe the great God and Angel, who 
* under the Father fram'd all Things, to 
ce fatisfy God's Juſtice, @c. willingly con- 
ce deſcended, that, through the Power of 
God, his Being might be reduc d as to a 
© firſt Semen, and ſo he might live with Pu- 
“ rity, and Suffer, &c. Is this the Dr'sOpi- 
nion, or is it nas? n ese 
Neoph. It may be, for ought I knoõ-w 
and you have given me ſome reaſon to think 
it is. | ons. 
Euſeb. Then J ſay that this Opinion is 
abſurd and irrational. It is clear, and | 
yourſelves dare not deny it, that the Son of 
God, by whom the World was made, and 
the Man Jeſus, by whoſe- Sufferings and 
Death Mankind is redeem'd, is but one and 
the ſame Perſon. But, according to this 
Hypotheſis, the Sn of God muſt have been 
one Perſon, and the Man Jeſus another. 
Neoph. How do you prove that?; 
Euſth Is not the Nature and Eſſence of 


| * Modeſt Plea, page 93. 1 

'+ A Vindication of the Unitarians, againſt a Late 
Reverend Author on the Trinity. Publiſh'd . about 
30 Years ago. Pag. 10. Cal. r. Eh 
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the Ade or Son of God, one; and the Va- 
ture and Eſſence of a mere Man, another? 
Neoph. Yes. | 10 
Euſth Can a Perſon continue the ſume 
when his Nature and Eſſence is chang'd ? 
. Neoph. No. n 
Euſeb. Then the Nature and Eſſence of 
the Abe being, according to this Hy 
theſis, changed into the Nature and Eſſence 
of a mere Man, the Perſon muſt be changed 
alſo, and fo the Ayer, or Son of God, muſt 
haye been one Perſon, and the Man Feſus, 
another. From whence it follows, that the 
Redemption of Mankind, is not in tbe 
leaſt to be attributed to the Ab, or Son, 
his Eſſence, and with that his Perſon, being 
extintt at the Incarnation ; but to a mere 
Man only, which is rank Socinianiſm. Again, 
If the Man Chriſt Jeſus was form'd by a 
Reduction of the Ale, or Son of God, into 
the State and Nature of Man. It is impoſſi- 
ble that he ſhould have been of the Seed of 

David, or have taken Fleſþ of the Virgin 
Mary ; but he muſt only have paſs'd thro' 
her, as thro' a Pipe or Channel. And theſe 
were the * Hereſles of Apollinarius and Va- 
lentinus. And thus you ſee into what good 
Company you are drop'd. - . 

Neoph. It is ſuch as I ſhould bluſh to 

own; and if I be drop'd into it, it is be- 
fore I am aware. 2 
Enel. L believe ſo, and am glad to 


VV. Auguſtin, de Hereſ. pag. 10. 52. Ed. Oxon. 1721. 
f hear 


| [29] 
hear that You are aſhamed of it. I wiſh 


the Author of the Modeſt Plea were ſo too; 


or. worſe ; if worſe can be. *.. 
"Neoph. I hope not. WESTON 

Euſeb. He rejects the Diſtinction of two 
Natures in Chriſt, as implying a Drvi on of 
Perſon. So that, according to him, Chriſt, 
when upon Earth, had but one Nature only. 
Which muſt be either That of the Logos, 
the Word only, or That of Man only, or 
one compounded of both. | If he had the Na- 


For He is deep in with the ſame Company, 


ture of the Ayes, or Word, only ; he was 


Man in Appearance only, and ſo muſt have 
Suffer d and Died in Appearance only: This 
vas the Hereſy of the Doceta, a Sect of the 
Guoſticks, according to which the whole 
Tranſaction of our Redemption was but a 
mere Delufion. If he had the Nature of 
Man only ; this was the Hereſy of Cerinthus 
and the Ebionites. If a Nature compounded 
of both; he muſt have been neither the 
Aiyes, the Word, nor Man, but a Third 


Somewhat, I know not what to eall it, incon- 


ſiſtent with the whole Tenour of the Goſ- 
pel, and Right Reaſon. Such a Confuſion 
and Mixture implying innumerable Abſurdi- 
ties and Contradiftions. He muſt have been 
neither Paſſible, nor Inpaſſible, neither Mor- 
tal nor Immortal. He | 
Neoph. No more of this, J beſeech you. 


dee Nedeſt Plea, p. 97. 


* 
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I have had enough of Abſurdities and Con- 
tradittions. | 

- Eufeb. I hope then, that you'll boaſt no 
more of the 'Reaſouableneſs, the Intelligibility 
and Confiſtency of this neu Scheme, the only 
Things wherein you dare pretend that it 
_— w Old * _—_ ine. — ſhorr, 
it has wit in this your Tamperin 

with the Chriſtian Faith, as it oken dock 
with ſome ignorant Mechanicks, who, not 
knowing when Things are well, quite marr 
them by their attempts to mend them. Thus 


you taking cauſeleſs Offence at ſome few 


Truths, too great and ſublime for our lou, 
narrow Capacities to comprehend, by your 
Endeavours to remove them, have intro- 
duc'd in their ſtead an Abundance of groſs 
Abſurdities, which Right Reafon reje&s 


with Abhorrence and Indignation. And fo 


far have you been from improving Religion, 
and rendering it more a ble, or ſatis- 
factory to the Mind of any conſidering 
Nan, that you have corrupted it, and ſap'd 

= ps of our Hope and Truſt in 
Chriſt. | 


Neoph. This is an heavy Charge, and 


You repeat it; but I don't know How You 

will make it good. 
Euſeb. Our Hope and Truſt in Chriſt is 
founded on the Merit of his Sufferings and 
Death: But Your Doctrine that He is but a 
Creature, muſt of Neceflity put us in great 
Doubts at leaſt. of any ſuch Merit. For my 
; 1 part, 


[31 ] 
part, I do not fee how any mere Creature 
can merit any thing at — hand of pan 
nh 1 0 It ſhould fo far ſuper 

erogate as. to 3 rchaſe Remiſſion of Sins oy 
eternal Glory tor a whole World of Sinners. 
Neoph. Chriſt, rho but a Creature, gi 


be of a'Narure ſo tranſcendently glorious , ' 


and his Dignity ſo great, that his Life might 
be of more Confideration than alk ehe World 


© Euſeb. Let kum Wave been A a re 


never ſo glorious and excellent; Yet if He 
were but a Creature, his Obligations to his 
Creator muſt have born a proportion to the 
Dignity of his Perſon'; and the greater You 


ſuppoſe his Dignity to have been, the greater 


ſtill maſt have been his Obligations ; and ſo 


whatſoever Inftances of Love and Duty He 
could poſſibly ſhew , could amount to no 
more than vin He was antecedently obliged 
to; Even the Taking our Nature' upon 
Him,and therein undergoing Torments and 
Death it ſelf, upon an Appreheaſion that 
He ſnould thereby pleaſe God, would have 

been no more than. what He would have 
been in Duty bound to. It being the Duty 
of every Creature to pleaſe God in all 


things, and to the utmoſt of its Power. And 
when he had done all this, could He have 


xr ogg? any Merit? No; He muſt have 
aid, I am an unprofitable Servant : I have 


done that which was my Duty to do. OK 17. 10. 


2 40 | 2 Neoph, 


Or Ea —— A", Tr A I" 
- 8 —— A 1 
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.  Neoph. But perhaps God might, even in 
this caſe, have accepted this Inſtance of Duty 
and Service, to all the gracious Purpoſes, 
which you ſay were effected by the Death 

Euſeb. You have brought our Hopes in 
' Chriſt to a very low Ebb, if they have no- 
thing to bear them up, but a Perhaps. And 
there appears no Ground even for this. For 
that more 1s requiſite to the Efficacy of a 
propitiaory"Sacrifice, than mere Acceptation, 
we may, conclude from Hebr. 10. 4. It is 
not poſſible that the Blood of Bulls and Goats 
ſhould take away Sins. Why ſhould this be 
impoſſible, if the Efficacy of a propitiatory 
Sacrifice depended on mere Acceptation ? It 
appears. therefore that there is ſomething 
elſe requiſite in order to the Acceptation it 
ſelf. Which to me ſeems to be this, vix. 
that the Oblation be an AR truly meritorious. 
This may be infer d from the Scriptures, 
which ſay that Chriſt gave his Life as a 
Ranſom, Mat. 20. 28. 1 Tim. 2. 6. that 
thereby we are redeem'd, purchas'd and 
bought as with a Price, Rev. 5. 9. Acts 20. 
28. 1 Cor. 6. 20. From whence it appears 
that he paid his Life as a valuable Con- 
ſideration for the Remiſſion of our Sins. 
And that this could not be obtain d upon 
any lower Terms, is highly probable, be- 
cauſe God would accept of no other; tho 
Chriſt moſt earneſtly beſought him ſo to do, 
Mat. 26. 39. Cc. Now — 2 

Act 
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A& of any \mers Creature whatſoever can 
be truly meritorious} It was neceſſary that 
That Sacrifice, which was to take away the 
Sins of the whole World, ſhould be offer d 
by one who was more worry than any Crea- 
ture, and fo be of Merit equal to the Benefit. 

And We are redeem' d accordingly”, 12460 *. 
with any corruptible thing, „ but with the pre- 

cibus blood of Chriſt; * who by his retittel Spirit 


offered biniſelf with  ſpor 10 Gad. Here 
then is the Ground of on Hope ant 


in Chriſt, that being God as: well a Mar 
He could: by réaſom — His Divite Nature, 


© 9] 3 
3 1 TK 

* Hebr. 9 143. 06 Ar enn webe b which 
being tranſlated if defi wal, Who bythe «ternal Spirit, 


fone have. thereby ood the Holy.G but 
ctherdby | is rather 4 7. the Eternal e of Gi ; 


As He was Man conſiſting of Fleſh and B 7 
He was alſo God, aw eternal and — fr 


e. From this his infinite a wt pany Be 
the Blood of Chriſt ſeceived a e mph 575 ; 
C 


faction for our Sins. Wherdupen k the 
| RBlodd of God. Acts 29. 28. The rod f Hone that 
was a mere Man could do it. If Chriſt's Blood dad 
not been offer dqup by his eternal 1 55 It could no 
have” purchaſed our 7 Retemprion Blood o 
Martyrs was offer d up by the aſſi ſtance of the Hol 
Ghoſt 3 yer it was not mefitorious: it was nor That, 
No the Power of the Deity, that made Chrift's 
od meritorious. Dr Jones in toc. reeable, to 
whichTnterpreration 3 is that of Bapnabgr,, aun ume 


7 He d uapnõ: HENS ExeVos Ty m., 
gg vo lav. i. e. He was to off: up t he Veſſel 


of his Spirit, vir. his Body, 4 Sacrifice for our Sins, 
__ e 7. Fd. Oxon. 


E mer it, 


— 


Sn” ex, 


rr vtec / ew a” 
* 
„ * 
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merit, and, by the Offering of Himſelf, take 
awny our Sins. Whereas if He be but a 
Creature, as Lou teach, He could never 
merit, and conſequently not redeem us; and 
ſo our Faith mult be ain, and We are yet 
in our Sins. And if this be the Caſe, 
Whither ſhall we flee for Refuge? What 
Hope have We ſet before us? Remaineth 
there any other Sacrifice for Sin? No; 
but a certain fearful Looking for of Judg- 

and fiery Indignation to devour us. 


M. 26, 27. 46077. ee 
Neoph.. O Horrour ! What a dreadful In- 


. 


-ference is. This ?: 


Euſeb. Dreadful indeed but it appears | 


to me the neceſſary Reſult of your Doctrine, 


which when J conſider, I am aſtoniſh'd at 
your Fondneſs for it. For my part, had 
I no other opinion of my Redeemer, than 
You have; I ſhould look upon my Creation 


as a Curſe, 1 ſhould wiſh that I had never 


been born, I ſhould go mourning all the 
day long under the ſenſe of my Sins, for 
which, as I could make no Attonement 
my ſelf, ſo J could not be fatisfy'd that 


| Chriſt, who is my only Hope, had made it 


eflectually for me. If You can rely upon 
a mere Creature for Salvation, You may, if 


Jou be ſo minded; I can rely upon none, 


but Him who I am aflured is God as well 
as Max. © 2 4 
Neoph.. You are extremely. difficult in 


your Choice. 
| Euſeb. 


[35 3 


Eufeb. My Hope of Salvation is, 'compa< 


ratively, the only Comfort I have in the 
World; without this, nothing elfe, I am 
ſure, can be a Comfort to me: Ought I 


not then to be well ſatisfy d as to the Fun- 
dation on which it is built? Neither do I 


build it upon any other Foundation than 
That on which the primitive Chriſtians 
built theirs, wiz. the Union of the Divine 


Nature with the Humane in the Pawan of 
our Saviour. If He was not ays 
Irenæus, that vanquiſh'd the ENWMy of 


Man, the Enemy had not been fairly van- 


quiſh'd; and again, if He was not God 
that gave us Salvation, We could not be 
* ſure of it. [OS | 


| —_ And do not We ſay that Chriſt 
? 1d on Diigo! 


is God 

Euſeb. Les; a dependent, precarious, rela- 
tive, created God. A God of a diſtinct Eſ- 
ſence from the true God. And this God 
You allow Us. to worſhip too. Which is 
another great Offence to me. For It is a 
direct Breach of the Firſt Commandment, 
and downright Idolatrimg. 
Meoph. Did we acknowledge any other 
Being for the ſupreme God, beſides the Su- 
preme; We ſhould break the Firſt Com- 


* Herere fecit & adunivit, quemadmodum predixis 
mus, Hominem Deo, Si enim Homo non viciſſet inimie 
cum hominis, non juſte victus eſſet inimicus: Rurſus au- 
tem, niſi Deus donaſſet Salutem, non frmiter haberemus 
tam. Adv. Hex, I. 3. c. 10. Edit O Mun. 

' | E-3 mand- 


@ 


. 
mandment: And if we worſhip'd any other 


Being with abſolutely Supreme Worſhip ; We 


ſhould be guilty of /dolatry. ., Bur You know 


that We do neither of theſe ; fince * we 


refer all the Honour, we pay to the Son 


and Holy Spirit, to the Father, to whom 


Alnus all our Prayers and Praiſes are primarily 


| thor of all Good. | 

Rank Pagauiſm and Popery ! Your 
Fried Dr. }/hithy hath proved it to be ſo, 
in an excellent Treatiſe, which I recom- 
mend to your Peruſal. It is ſtiled Tyacta- 


ledge to be the Original and Pri- 


tus de Vera Chriſti Deitate adverſus Arii & 


Socini Hareſes. Oxon. 1691. 4t0.. He would 


do a good Piece of Service at this Time, 


would he but tranſlate and publiſh: it in 
Engliſh. The Place in it, which J at pre- 
ſent refer to, begins at Sci. 3. f. 5. pag. 86. 


You may read it at your leiſure; for we have 


not time to go thro' it now. In the mean 
while I defire you to conſider, that the De- 
calogue was deliver d by the ſupreme God, 
Jehovah himſelf, 10. 9 Exod. 20. 2. and 
that in the fir ſt Commandment he doth not 
ſay, Thou ſhalt have no other Jehovah, but 
no other Elohim; which Word comprehends 
all manner of Gods, as well inferiour and ſub- 


ordinate, as the ſupreme himſelf ; and there- 


fore the having any othgr God wharſo- 
ever, ſupreme or not ſupreme, is a Breach of 
dee Dr. Clark's Script. Doctr. dect. 39. 44. 


that 


imatelj directed, and whom alone we 


%. 
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that Commandment. Again, The giving 
any religious Worſhip :whatſbever. to any 
\ Being whatſoever, beſides the ſupreme | 
is Idolatry, and forbidden in that Text, 

hou fhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and bim 
ly ſhali thou ſerue, Mat. 4. 10. In which, 
if all inferior fort of Morſbip were n 
priſed as well as ſupreme, the Te 
been 1mpertinently alledged by our S 
For the 'Tempter did not require jh eme 
Worſhip. of him; foraſmuch as at ¶ Very 
ſame time he confeſs d his own Depgdance | 
upon a ſuperior Being, ta whom he was in- 
debted for that Power he pretended to diſ- 
poſe of, Luke 4. 8. It appears therefore that 
you fin in giving Chriſt ſo much as an in- 
ferior Worſhip, and honouring him but as 
a lower God, diſtinct from, and ſubje& to 
the ſupreme God. And if ſo, what account 
can you give of Chriſt's own Pretenſions to 
Honour, even equal to that of his Father? 
Jolm 5: 18, Cc. Which, if he be not one 
— _ the-Father, muſt be (I tremble to 
ak it) as great, or ter | Inmpiety in 
him, than pl That 3 himſelf 
was guilty of. Conſider this, and fee whe- 
ther you can acquit your ſelves of a moſt 
horrid Blaſphemy againſt Chriſt, in that be- 
ing, as. you ſay, but a Creature, he affum'd 
to himſelf that Honour, which is due to the 
molt. High God only. Nor are you much 
leſs injurious to the Haly GHHHx. 
Neoph. How ſo ? you are reſolved, I fee, 
to load us with Guilt. Euſeb. 


[38 ] 
Euſeb. I load you? you know tis impo- 
ſſible. And J aſſure you tis as little in my 
Inclination, as in my Power, ſo to do. I 
would only make you ſenſible of the Guili 
you have drawn upon your ſelves. Iſhall ſay 
but little more. For you begin to be angry, 
eie, do but calmly anſwer me this 
eeſtion. Is this Controverſy betwixt 
ny Moment? wen ds 
Weggb. Yes, of the higheſt. For we con- 
tend 10? Chriſtianity it ſelf. * Our Scheme 
being the only Chriſtian Scheme, and the 
Chriſtian Religion it ſelf. C cn 
Euſeb. They then who embrace not your 
Scheme are in effect no Chriſtians. Now, 
do but ſhew me ſo much as one Church in 
the World that ever embrac'd it. The 
primitive Chriſtians knew nothing of it, and 
hen any one ſtarted an Opinion like yours, 
they immediately fled from him, as Sheep 
from a Wolf, and the neighbouring Paſtors, 
running in to their Aſſiſtance, forthwith 
drave him out of the Fold. This is notori- 
ous Matter of Fact. If yours therefore be 
the only Chriſtian Scheme; How came it 
to be ſo ſoon and ſo generally loſt? How did 
Chriſt make good his f Promiſe to the 
Church, that the Gates of Hell ſhould 
never prevail againſt it ? And to what Pur- 
poſe did he ſend the Holy Spirit * to guide 


v. Mr. Whiſton's Reply to the E- of Not. p. 25. 76. 
+ Mat. 16. 18. * John 16. 13. : 
FR it 


L 

it into all neceſſary Truth at leaſt, when, 
if the Truth be on your Side only, it was 
no ſooner found than loſt, and there never 
Was ſo much as one Chriſtian Church in the 

World? Who can imagine this without 
caſting the blaſphemous Imputation upon the 
Holy Ghoſt, of being either unable wn 
charge his Truſt, or unfaithful in ti 
ecution of it? I leave this to your mol 
rious Conſideration, and bid you Farewell. 


cee 215101, 
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